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“DID JESUS CHRIST SUFFER THE PENALTY 
OF THE LAW FOR HIS PEOPLE 2?” 


Dr. Rice, of the ‘Presbyterian of the West,’ and Dr. 
Converse, of the ‘Christian Observer,’ have been discus- 
sing this question relative to the nature of the Atone- 
ment: the former affirms, and the latter denies. 

We have read the discussion from the commencement, 
as far as it has progressed: Sometimes they are really 
at issue, and at others, manfully talking weds at each 
other. It strikes us they begin in a mist and end in a fog. 

They take for granted the Calvinistie view of Christ’s 
special relation to the elect, constituted by the eternal 
covenant between Him and his Father. ‘They both stand 
upon the Calv inistic platform, namely, the eternal and ab- 
solute decree of election, which secures every individual 
included in it against dying in sin, and secures to all the 
elect their justification and eternal life. 

The point in debate is not whether Christ is a propiti- 
ation for the sins of the whole world, or gave himself a 
ransom for all our race: but are the sufferings of Jesus 
Christ exactly equal to the guilt of the elect ? or the 
same thing. in the language of the debaters: “Did Jesus 
Christ suffer the penalty of the Taw for his people?” 
They are agreed that the Atonement was made by Jesus 
Christ for certain elect persons. Dr. Rice holds it essen- 
tial to this theory, that Christ should suffer the penalty of 
the moral law for them. Dr. Converse does not consider 
it essential that he should; and this is the point in eon- 
troversy between them. It can be nothing more, nothing 
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leas, and nothing else, unless Dr. Converse meant to argue 
that the Atonement is more extensive than the decree of 
election. If this were the case, the controversy would 
not be very unlike the Lilliputian war. As the history 
goes, it was the custom, in eating eggs, to begin at the 
little end, till on a certain occasion the king’s son cut his 
fingers. He then proclaimed a law, that ever afterwards, 
in eating eggs, that they should begin at the big end. 
Those in favor of beginning at the little end, declared it 
was an innovation, contending that it had been the cus- 
tom from time immemoral to begin at the little end; and 
for this intolerable innovation, they waged an extermina- 
ting war against the party beginning at the other end. 

But Dr. Converse and Dr. Rice both restrict the provi- 
sion of the Atonement to certain edect individuals. This is 
the doctrine of the Confession of Faith which both profess 
to adopt. 

Mr. Converse, in his second number, says : “Jesus, then, 
bore the sins of his people—as their atoning sacrifice.” 
“The atonement is the satisfaction to divine justice for 
the sins of man, made by the sufferings and death of 
Christ.” Dr. Rice expresses his gratification, to find that 
this definition of the atonement, by Dr. Converse, fully 
confirms the doctrine for which he is contending. And 
this doctrine Dr. R. states as follows: “Jesus Christ, as 
the legal substitute of his people, endured the pe -alty of 
the law for them. —“Our Saviour endured for his people 
the penalty of the law.”"—*He was placed under the law, 
the whale law, not for himself, but for his people. He 
was placed under the law, that he might meet. the 
whole of its claims against them, especially its penal 
claims, and thus redeem them from the penalty.”— 
“That he endured the legal penalty due the sins of 
his people.”"—*“Christ suffered the penalty of the law 
for his people.”"—“That the sins of his people were im- 
puted to him, so that he endured the penalty dueto them.” 
—*That God laid on Jesus the sins of his people.”— 
“That our Saviour PURCHASED OR REDEEMED HIS PEO= 
rie. —“Jesns Christ having placed himself, as media- 
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tor, under the law, did perfectly obey it for his people, 
and satisfy its claims against them; and this obedi- 
ence and satisfaction God imputes to them—that is, he 
sets it to their account, and treats them as if they had 
perfectly obeyed the law, and satisfied all its claims.”— 
“Now observe, his people owed a debt. A debt is a legal 
obligation. What debt did they owe? They were under 
the law, and they transgressed. The debt thus contract- 
ed was the obligation to suffer the penalty of the law. 
Jesus Christ, by his obedience and death, did fully dis- 
charge the debt—did suffer the penalty of the law. When 
the debt is paid, the law has no further demand against 
the debtor.” . “Jesus Christ did bear the sins of his peo- 
ple.” “That the Lord laid upon Jesus Christ thet inigui- 
ty of his people.” In this, and like oft repeated phrase, 
Dr. Rice states the Calvinistic theory of an atonemeut to 
save the elect. 

Dr. Converse states the sense in which he uses the 
term. “The word atonement is sometimes used in the 
sense of reconciliation, which is one of the effects of the 
atonement. Our Confession, pp. 49 and 60, affirms the 
obedience and death of Christ to be ‘a full satisfae- 
tion’ for the sins of believers.”—*“The offering of Christ 
once made is a full and perfect satisfaction to Divine 
justice for the sins of men,.”—*“The sufferings of Christ 
were vicarious, and for the sins of men.” “He died for 
our sins, according to the Scriptures.” Dr. C. un¢erstands 
this and other parallel texts to “affirm that the death of 
Christ was a sacrifice—a sacrifice for the sins of men— 
that it was propitiatory; that it has redeeming efficacy— 
it constitutes the ground, and the only ground, on w hich 
God is pleased to bestow pardon and eternal life on be- 
lieving sinners.”—“Jesus, then, bore the sins of his peo- 
ple—as their atoning sacrifice—as a lamb led to the 
slaughter’-—not as a criminal enduring punishment”— 
“We have no novelties and no new doctrines to offer on 
this subject. We take the great fact of the atonement 
—‘a propitiation for the sins of the whole world, and we 
hold it up, just as it is presented in the clear light of the bi- 
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ble, that our brother may see, that in his theory, he adds to 
the doctrine, and modifies it, and makes justification a 
matter of Jaw, and atonement a matter of penalty and 
barter, in order to sustain the main position in his mista- 
ken theory.” Here I will remark, that Dr. C. as well as 
Dr. R. subscribes the Confession of Faith theory of an 
atonement for the elect alone; therefore he cannot, any 
more than Dr. R. “take the great fact of the atonement 
—a propitiation for the sins of the whole world,” without 
doing violence to their creed. But we proceed. 

Dr. Converse, speaking of Dr. Rice’s idea of exhaust- 
ing the penalty of everlasting punishment, says: “This 
supposition is based upon a commercial view of the sub- 
ject, which appears to degrade the great doctrine of 
the atonement, and dishonor its glorious Author. It 
makes God the exactor of so: much blood, according to 
the rigid demands of law, for a certain amount of par- 
dons. The blood and sufferings, in this contract, must 
be equal in the aggregate of the penalties due to all the 
redeemed! ‘Those whom he would save’ [here Dr. C. 
quotes Dr. R’s langnage,] ‘were criminals in the hands of 
justice—shut up in prison; and he paid for them the 
price which justice demanded. And what did the just 
law of God demand, when it said, ‘pay me that thou 
owest! The broken law has but one claim, viz.: that its 
penalty be inflicted.” Says Dr. C.: “all this possibly 
might have been so, if salvation were of the /aw—by 
works and penalties— but it is of grace; then, surely, there 
is no occasion for the commercial transaction which Dr. 
R. has described; and we must call upon him to prove 
that salvation is obtained by this kind of barter, before 
we receive the opinion as the orthodox christian faith.” 
But the merits of the controversy between the Doctors, 
if it has any, will perhaps be better understood by our 
readers, from the heads of leading arguments on both 
sides. I therefore state them in brief. 

Dr. Rice labors to prove that ‘Christ endured the pen- 
alty of the law for his people,’ by the following arguments: 
1. That this was necessary to deliver his people from the 
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penalty. 2. That Christ was made under the law as 
they were under it. 3. -That he bore their sins. 4. 
From their justification. 5. That the sins of his people 
Were impuTED fo Christ, so that he endured the penalty 
due them. 6. The scriptures teach that our Saviour pur- 
chased or re leemed his people. 7. If it be not true, that 
Christ bore the penalty of the law, his death does not 
answer the purpose of an atonement. 8. Those who de- 
ny that our Saviour endured the penalty of the law, are 
obliged, in order to preserve something like an atone- 
ment, to invent a new kind of justice. 

In reply to these positions, Dr. Converse maintains that 
the first is a mere assumption; that the assertion that 
the penalty must be inflicted in order to constitute the 
sufferings of Christ a full atonement for the sins of men, 
is not sustained by the scriptures. ‘To the second he re- 
plies, that the fact that Christ was subject to the moral 
law, is no proof that he bore its penalty, for he became 
subject to it in taking our nature; third, that to bear sin 
means to suffer for it, and not necessarily to endure the 
penalty of the law; fourth, that the law makes no provi- 
sion whatever for the justification of the sinner, which is 
not a work of daw, or penalty in any sense, but a glorious 
act of grace; 5th, we cordially receive the doctrine of im- 
putation, as taught in the scriptures: but it furnishes no 
valid support of Dr. Rice’s argument. Jesus suffered, not 
as a criminal bearing the punishment inflicted by a sen- 
tence of law; but as a sacrifice—the sacrifice of his souj; 
punishment is not propitiatory, it does not make amends 
for sins; 6th, Dr. R. has not proved that salvation is not 
obtained by the kind of barter taught in his theory; it is 
of grace—not by works and penalties, not a certain a- 
mount of blood for a certain amount of pardons; 7th, 
Dr. Rice brings no inspired writer to sustain him in his 
affirmation : when and where has God said that the sac- 
rifice of his Son exhausted the penalty of his righteous 
law—that that sacrifice was the penalty itself, multiplied 
by millions, to equal the numbers of the redeemed, and all 
condensed in the death of the Cross? 8. “Our friend’s 
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eighth argument has taken us again by surprise. Instead 
of bringing it from the scriptures, he” merely “lays down 
his proposition : his theory makes justification a matter 
of law, and atonement a matter of penalty and barter. 
Mistaken theory. ‘The scriptures do not teach that the 
law provides for punishing a substitute in place of the 
criminal, or that the justification of a sinner is a matter of 
law.” 

Dr. Rice thinks he has been met by positive assertions ; 
and Dr. Converse is of opinion that Dr. R’s arguments 
are but positive assertions : so it appears that each pla- 
ces a similar estimate on the other’s arguments; and in 
this respect, at least, they are agreed. 

Dr. R. asserts, “the penalty of the moral law is sur- 
FERING DEATH, but not necessarily a guilty conscience. 
The essential penalty of the law Jesus Christ endured.” 

Dr. C. calls upon him to prove by scripture, “that the 
lashings of conscience (remorse,) are not an essential 
part of the penalty of the law.” 

Dr. Rice says: “He asks us to prove that the lash- 
ings of conscience are not an essential part of the penal- 
ty of the law. Let him prove, if he can, that they are a 
part of it. He has no right to assume that they are, and 
call on us to prove a negative. If he can prove that they 
are an essential part of the penalty, he will have gained 
his point. Let him try.” 

Dr. R. states:“ We do not contend, that the suffer- 
ings of our Saviour were the same in degree, or in dura- 
tion, which his people, if lost, would endure. They must 
have suffered forever, for two reasons, viz.: 1. They are 
finite, and 2, if lost, would continue to sin forever.” A- 
gain, he says: “When we affirm that our Saviour endur- 
ed for his people, the penalty of the law, we do not mean, 
either that his sufferings were precisely the same in kind, 
that they, if lost, would have endured; or that they were 
the same in degree and duration.” Then it may be ask- 
ed what is the real difference between the Doctors? 

Dr. C. thinks he “ might have argued” that Dr. R. “does 
not believe the theory, which he labors to support. 
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‘Christ endured the penalty of the law.’ ” 

“In these statements, he maintains that the sufferings 
of Christ were not the same as the legal penalty, in kind, 
nor in degree, nor tn duration. Can he then persuade 
his readers that he really holds the doctrine that Christ 
suffered the penalty of the law?” 

The Doctors have sprung a question not found in the 
Record; and we suppose they will have to settle it, as 
best they can, without the word and the testimony. 

Dr. Rice sometimes attempts to frighten his Calvinis- 
tic readers by the old bugbear howl of heresy from search- 
ing after truth and from entertaining any suspicions that 
distinctive Calvinism may be a fallible thing. And Doc- 
tor Converse rather retorts on him that he is not alto- 
gether orthodox in his constructions of Calvinism, Each 
quotes Calvinistic authorities against the other; and tells 
the other that he makes his authorities mean what they 
have nottaught. Itis a pity that Divinity Doctors, each 
claiming to be genuine Calvinists and champions of 
Calvinism, so perplex themselves and run into wild ex- 
tremes in their hurried pursuit of a favorite hypothesis. 

The Doctors both subscribe the same Confession of 
Faith, which is essentially Calvinistic, and teaches that 
the sufferings of Christ are exactly equal to the sins of 
the elect. Why should there be any controversy between 
them? Does Dr. R. suspect Dr. C. of teaching that 
Christ made an atonement for the unelected? Dr. C. 
could not do this without travelling beyond the limits of 
his creed. And if he intended to discuss the doctrine of 
a general atonement, why did he not do it, and do it ina 
plain, scriptural, matter of fact style? If we understand 
Dr. C., he holds the unconditional and eternal election of 
certain individuals to eternal life, an atonement inten- 
tionally for them, and their sovereign regeneration or ef- 
fectual calling, as firmly as Dr. R. He may not see how 
he can preach the gospel to every creature, unless he 
teaches that Christ suffered in some sense for the whole 


race of man. While Dr. R. thinks that he can for? 
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the offer of salvation to the unelected on the “infinite dig- 
nity” of the Saviour’s character, aside from any atone- 
ment made for them, And this is perhaps the real dif- 
ference between the Doctors, so far as it amounts to dif- 
ference. 

From the cautious collocation of his words, it is plain 
that Dr. Rice is disposed to stick to the old fashioned 
construction of the Presbyterian Confession. Dr. Con- 
verse may be more disposed to modify by construction. 
We take this to be Dr. R’s position, that God inflicted 
upon his Son no more punishment than the sins of the 
elect deserved, and that it would have been unjust for 
him to have suffered for the sins of the unelected. 

Dr. C, thinks he can interpret Calvinism for himself, 
and is inclined to reject this hypothesis, and still hold the 
doctrine to support which Dr, R. maintains his hypoth- 
esis. 

The Doctors agree that no sinner is saved on the 
ground of his own obedience to the law: but the ground 
that the claims of the law have been satisfied. 

Dr. Rice insists that the law can be satisfied only by 
suffering which exhausts its penalty. The law has a 
claim against THE ELECT, PEOPLE OF Gop, or cHuURCH, for a 
certain amount of suffering; Christ endures exactly that 
amount of suffering, and so extinguishes the penalty 
of the law, satisfied or paid the debt of mis PRopPLE. 
Just as ifa man owed one hundred dollars, he might make 
full legal payment with two thousand half dime pieces, 
or one thousand dime pieces, or four hundred twenty five 
cent pieces, or two hundred fifty cent pieces, or one hun- 
dred dollars, or with ten pieces of gold, of the value of ten 
dollars each. He thinks “the words redeem, ransom pur- 
chased,” &c. set forth this doctrine. 

Dr. Converse objects to this, and calls it a commercial 
view of the subject, dishonering to God. “It makes God 
the exactor of so MucH BLOop, according to the rigid de- 
' mands of law, for a ceRTAIN AMOUNT OF PARDONS.” He con- 

tends that this destroys the doctrine of salvation by grace. 
And maintains that Christ satisfied divine justice with- 
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wut suffering the penalty of the law. Dr. C. says, “Jesus 
bore the sins of his peopleas their atoning sacrifice.”— 
“The atonement is the satisfaction to divine justice for 
the sins of man, made by the sufferings and death of 
Christ, a full and perfect satisfaction.” Dr. R. appears 
to think the more suffering the more grace; and Dr. C, 
the less suffering the more grace. In the view of the 
other, each sweeps away the atonement altogether, 

It is plain that the Doctors feel the fact which has 
been felt fora long time, that distinctive Calvinism on the 
one hand and distinctive Armininanism on the other, had 
gone too far,and that the truth was to be found in a mid- 
dle position, rather than with either of those leading ex- 
tremes. The debate, between Dr. R. and Dr. C. that 
commenced in consequence of this feeling, is not a contro- 
versy between Calvinism and Arminianism, it is Calvin- 
ism itself that is the arena on which the question is de- 
bated and is to be decided, and the parties concerned are 
a rigid Calvinist on the one hand, and one of his own 
faith on the other. ‘The question they are controverting 
has its foundation in their Calvinism, not the scriptural 
doctrine of atonement. 

Dr. Rice charges Dr. Converse with inventing “a new 
KIND or sustice.” And from this it seems that Dr. R’s 
OLD KIND OF JUSTICE can in no Way be satisfied without 
the last farthing, or the last pound of flesh from the heart. 


le, benevolence and holiness ? 


Is this justi e in its pring 
Does it relate to the administration of God’s government 
and the universal rectitude of his nature? Is it legisla- 
tive or judicial justice? Though the claims of divine 
justice are expressed in the moral law, yet its penalty 
does not admit of being guaged, and measured, and 
weighed by the human intellect, not to say imagination. 
Mr. Rice has failed in his attempt to do it. He says: 
“The penalty of the moral law is suffering; and our Sa- 
viour suffered for his people—bore the Cross—the penal- 
ty—for them.” ‘That is, he suffered the penalty of the 
law for the vessels of mercy, not the vessels of wrath. 
But the latter are just as much under the moral law as 
h 
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the former. ‘There is just as much penalty in the case of 
the unelected, as the elected individuals. But he only 
suffered for these; not for the unelected; he did not bear 
the Cross—the penalty for them. Then did he suffer the 
penalty of the law for a part of our race and not for oth- 
ers? 

Transgressors of the moral law, suffer the lashings of 
conscience. Either it is an essential part of the penalty, 
or itis not. If it is not; then God inflicts on them illegal 
and unjust suffering. For infliction-beyond the measure 
of guilt, is not punishment, but cruelty, of which God is 
incapable. But God is just and the claims of justice are 
expressed in the moral law. If so, the transgressor suffers 
no more then the penalty of the law. God will inflict on 
him no more punishment than his guilt deserves; as soon 
would he withhold from the righteous a part of theirreward, 
as do this. Consequently the lashings of conscience are 
an essential part of the penalty of the law. Now since 
Dr. R. admits that Christ did not endure remorse, that 
his sufferings were not the same either in kind, or duration, 
that his people if lost would have endured; he may there- 
fore as well yield the point at once respecting his mode of 
ascertaining the amount of Christ’s suffering. For when 
he concedes that Christ had no consiousness of personal 
guilt, did not suffer the lashings of conscience, the pangs 
of remorse—did not endure the same suffering either in 
kind or duration; how can he, in the face of this conces- 
sion, argue that Christ endured exactly the same amount 
of suffering, the same literal pena'ty of the law, as would 
have been endured by the “Church,” “his people,” if he 
had not endured it for them? ‘To argue thus involves a 
plain contradiction. Either they would have suffered more 
than the penalty of the law, which would have been un- 
just suffering, or Christ did not extinguish that penalty by 
suffering exactly the amount, the very penalty they must 
have suffered, if he had not suffered it for them. How does 
Dr.R. endeavour toavoid this conclusion? He says that the 
lashings of conscience, the pangs of remorse, are not an es- 
sential part of the penalty of the Jaw; and this lands him in 
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universalism, much as he contends against it; remove 
from the transgressor the lash and sting of conscious guilt, 
and what punishment remains for him to endure that is 
not endured by the innocent? If the disobedient suffer 
oily what the obedient suffer; is this far from universal- 
ism, if it is net the very thing itself? If it be said that 
they suffer what is not essential to the penalty; this would 
go to say that God takes pleasure in suffering; for he cer- 
tainly would not inflict unnecessary punishment, if he did 
not delight in it. And if he delights in it, it seems that 
he is rather malevolent than benevolent. But when he 
could swearby no greater,he swear by himself, saying, “as 
I live saith the Lord God | have no pleasure in the death 
of the wicked.” ‘Then he does not inflict unnecessary 
punishment. ‘lhe wicked suffer the lashings of conscience: 
therefore the stings of guilt, the pangs of remorse, are an 
essential part of the penalty of the law. And Dr. R. be- 
ing judge, he fails to maintain his hypothesis. He errs in 
assuming an anology between the atonement and the op- 
erations of commerce, human law and punishment which 
does not exist. ‘The greatest and most sublime moral 
transaction of the universe is not to be judged of by any 
pecuniary operation or administration of human law, 

The meaning of Dr. Rice cannot be mistaken. the 
amount is this: Jesus Christ has suffered enough to save 
the elect; but not enough to save any one else. This he 
has not, and no other Calvinist yet has proved this doc- 
trine, from the Record; and of consequence no one is 
bound to adopt it as an article of his creed. Now since 
Dr. C. and Dr. R. agree that Christ suffered enough to 
save the elect; why should they have a controversy about 
the mode of measuring the amount of his sufferings? It 
is an old sophism to liken the atonement to a transaction 
of dollars and cents in a way to abuse scriptural meta- 
phors, and so make it astipulated amount of suffering for 
certain individuals, and to contend that if Jesus Christ had 
suffered for the sinsof all men,he would have suffered more 
than was due to the sins of the elect,and that God would 
have been unjust and Christ oppressed by such an 




































iz NATURE OF THE ATONEMENT. 








amount of suffering. What else could they mean? Dr. 
Converse, so far as I can discover, draws no exact line 
of distinction between himself and Dr. Rice; he does 
not argue that Christ made an atonement for the sins of 
all men. Are they not agreed that the atonement was 
made by Christ for “his people,” “the church,” “the 
elect,” not the sins of all men? Are they not agreed in 
their view of unconditional personal election and effectual 
calling? Jn short, in all the distinctive principles of Cal- 
vinism, they do not differ. They are remarkably cau- 
tious in the collocation of their words, perhaps by the 
phrase; “his people,” “the church,” and others of like 
import, they may mean that these were exclusively the 
people, the church for whom Jesus suffered and shed his 
blood ; or in other words, whom his atonement is capable 
of saving. And here they are guilty of a sophism; for this 
is precisely begging the question, that the atonement of 








Jesus was made for a part of our lost race, which | deny 
and call for the proof. 

These metaphysical divines, true to their Calvinistic 
system, subscribe every thing essentially belonging to it. 
They speak of Christ dying for “his people,” the inpivip- 
vats whom the Father had given him, to be by him re- 
deemed, effectually called, justified, sanctified and glori- 
fied. Thus while he makes an atonement for them, oth- 
ers not elected are passed by. Such is the manner in 
which Calvinism exhibits the atonement; but nothing can 
be more unlike the Bible representation of it The Sa- 
viour’s own favorite and oft repeated emblem of himself 
was, ‘the good shepherd leaving the ninety and nine 
sheep in the wil lerness, and going inquest of the one that 
was lost.’ He does not pass by any—does not leave 
even a single one: but is long suffering to us ward, not 
willing that any should perish, but that all should come 
to repentance. Salvation is necessarily connected with 
repentance, as an indispensable condition, not implying by 
any means, that repentance is the procuring cause of sal- 
vation ; this lies alone in the atonement ;@fidiis instrument- 
ally received by repentance towards God and faith in our 
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Lord Jesus Christ. Socinians, who reject the doctrine of 
satisfaction, and those of the Romish church who advo- 
cate good works as the procuring cause of salvation, are 
alike opposed to the doctrine of holy scripture. 

The Doctors cannot escape from the fog which envel- 
opes thein until they come to the doctrine of general atone- 
ment, and content themselves with the plain fact as sta- 
ted in the Bible. ‘That when the human race became 
guilty and corrupt, means of pardon, consistent with righ- 
teous government, were introduced by the atonement for 
sin, made by the death of Jesus Christ, received by faith; 
and that supernatural aid was put within their reach, by 
which their guilt could be removed, the evil of their na- 
ture cured and the disposition to obey the will of God im- 
parted. 

The ground and motive of the forgiveness of sin on the 
part of God is his uamerited goodness and benevolence. 
This is the plain and uniform representation of the holy 


' 
2 


scriptures. John, 3: 16. “For God so loved the world that 
he gave his only begotten Son, thtat whosoéver believ- 
eth in him, should not perish, but have everlasting life.’ 
God hath appvinted Christ to be an atoning sacrifice, or 
propitiator through faith in his blood, It is God's pur- 
pose to save sinners, on account of their faith in Jesus 
Christ, without their own desert. He feels a paternal in- 
terest in all men, and is willing to save all, since all, as 
sinners, need salvation; but men can never obtain a ti- 
tle to salvation by their own inuperfect obedience to the 
law, but only by faith in Christ, to whom they are indebt- 
ei for this blessing, and in a way exclusive of all person- 
al desert. All are sinners unworthy of divine favor, and 
deserving of punishment. But God, in the exercise of his 
impartial and paternal love, desires to make all men hap- 
py, and accordingly intends the obedience, suffering, 
death, resurrection, ascension and intercession of Christ to 
be the means of the happiness of all. The meaning of 
the proposition, then, is this: The death of Christ was 
the means of delivering and rescuing our race from the 
greatest misery, from the punishment of sin; or of effect- 
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ing our eternal liberation from misery and pun‘shment ac- 
cording to Hebrews, 9: 12. Is. 43: 3, 4. 

Dr. Rice and Dr. Converse are discussing the question 
how and by what means Christ procured for us pardon 
from God, or the forgiveness of sins. They are trying to 
push their inquiries beyond what is written in the law and 
testimony of God; and in so doing, obscure rather than 
simplify the question at issue between them. Better in 
our judgment, be content with what God hath said upon 
the subject. Travelling beyond the Record only darkens 
counsel by words without knowldege. 

The Bible declares, “Surely he hath borne our griefs, 
and carried our sorrows: yet we did esteem him stricken, 


smitten of God. and afflicted. But he was wounded for 


our transgressions, Ae was bruised for our iniquities; the 
chastisement of our peace was‘upon him; and with his 
stripes we are healed. All we like sheep have gone 
astray; we have turned eve ry one to his own way, and 
the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all. Is. 53: 
4. 5.6. That he, who knew no sin, was made a sin- 
offering; that we might be made the righteousness of 
God in him. 2 Cor. 5: 21. Thot Christ “hath once suf- 
fered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring 
t to death in the flesh, but quickened 


us to God, being pt 


by the spirit.” 1 Pet. 3:18. ‘That “Christ is the end of 


the law for righteouness to every one that believeth.” 
Rom. 10:4. The death of Christ atoned for all sins. 
So it iz written. 1 John 1:7. “The bleod of Jesus Christ 
cleanses from a// sin.’ Whosoever believeth in him, is 
free from the whole punishment of sto. 

The inspired writers neither stated, nor decided the 
question which Dr. R. and Dr. C. have been so earnestly 
discussing. It is plain that they have been led into it by 
the distinctive decree of their system, which positively 
fixes and determines with mathematical precision the in- 
dividuals and the number to be saved, and also the 
amount of suffering necessary to save them; which makes 
the death of Christ a sacrifice to power, not law and jus- 
tice. The Doctors can never prove their ism on the point 
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in dispute; they may assert and contradi:ct each other till 
the ressurrection trumpet sounds, or settle it as and when 
they please. What does it signify? It leaves the un- 
elected, a part of the human race, under an immutable 
fate, drawn upon them by the sin of Adam; and, besides 
this, a fatal incapacity to obey God, and an eternal un- 
conditional decree of reprobation. I then ask, what kind 
of concern have they in Dr. R’s affirmative or Dr. C’s 
negative, or both? ‘Their destiny was settled by a sv- 
vereign act of God’s will. ‘The question affirmed and de- 
nied relates solely to the elected. not the unelected or re- 
probated. The decree of election is carried into effect 
by the same agency from which it emanated, and the 
elect are saved, not merely because they were elected, 
but for the same reason for which they were elected. 

In like manner the unelected are damned, not only be- 
cause they were not elected, but for the same reason for 
which they were not elected, namely, the will of God. 
It strikes me it would puzzle the Doctors to form any no- 
tion of the purposes he has in view in showing them tem- 
poral favors. His dealings with them cannot be corrective; 
they have no trial or probation. There is nothing intended 
for them in mercy; there is nothing designed ultimately 
for their amendment; they have no interest in reformers 
or reformations. No evasion or subterfuge can be so fu- 
tile, puerile and barefaced, as the pretence that God’s 
design to save a part of the human race,lays no bar in 
the way ofthe rest. There never was a greater, a more 
shameful, or ridiculous absurdity. than to say to a sinner, 
for whom Christ did not die: “If you do not believe in 
Christ you cannot be saved.” Or tosay, “Christ died in 
a certain sense for every man; the atonement is infinitely 
sufficient to save the whole world.” | By this narrow and 
shallow kind of sophistry, a fog is raised and diffused 
over the whole surface of distinctive Calvinism, which re~ 
mains the very same, whatever tricks its defenders play 
with language. The cardinal point for the Doctors to 
meet, is a fact or the non-existence of that fact; it is 
stated ina simple proposition: The Son of God made an 


atonement for the whole human race. The Calvinist 
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either affirms or denies the predicate of the proposition. 
The subject should be examined in this light, to discover 
the true nature of the atonement. It presents a far no- 
bler outline of the plan of redemption than can arise from 
any view of a limited atonement. 

The atonement is a general provision to meet a univer- 
sal necessity of man. The benevolence of God is not 
confined to a small! portion, but embraces the whole fa- 
mily of man. Rom. 3: 29. As the moral disease is uni- 
versal among men, the remedy must needs be universal, 
ver. 9, 22. 

It is the clear testimony of the scriptures that Christ 
endured death for the whole human race. 2d Cor. 5: 14, 
15. “For the love of Christ constraineth us: because we 
thus judge, that if one died for all, then were all dead; 
and that he died for all, that they which live should not 
henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him which died 
for them, and rose again.” “God reconciled the world 


to himself through Christ.” ver. 19. “Who gave himself 


a fansom for all, to be testified in due time.” 1 Tim. 2: 6. 
“He is the propiti itor, NOt O ily for our sins, (those of chris- 
tians, ) but also for the sins of the who 


2 In his epistle to the Romar s, Paul controverts the 


if W rid.” | John 2: 


mistaken opinion of the Jews, that the bk ssings of Mes- 
siah’s kingdom belong exclusively to the posteritv of Abra- 
ham. Romans, 5: 12, 19, he shows that as the first Adam 
was the author of sin in the world, and of the consequent 


punishment which all men now endure,so the second Adam 
is the author of salvation and forgiveness for all. God de- 
sires to save the world,rather than condemn mankind for- 
ever, he sent his Son to pour out his soul unto death for 
the world. “And now that iniquity is put an end to; 
now that an everlasting tighteousness is brought in; now 
that every attribute of his nature has been magnified by 
the great sacrifice; now that the weight of that heavy 


burden has been done away; now that there is nothing 
to intercept the flow of friendship from Gad to man—does 
it come down free as the light of day, and rich as the ex- 
uberance of heaven, upon a despairing world.” 


Epiror. 












































PAPISM DESTROYS, BUT PROTESTANTISM 
MAINTAINS INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY. 


Papism requires man to deliver up the keys of his un- 
derstanding and conscience to the keeping of its ghostly 
priesthood. And he that dares to refuse doing it, expo- 
ses himself to pains and penalties and the endless torments 
of hell. Papists are therefore led to regard the bible, ex- 
cept when its meaning is dealt out to them in precious mor- 
sels by their priests, as a sealed book, and only fit to be 
used by the priests. This destroys all sense of individual 
accountability: consequently ruins and grinds down the 
people. It produced the night and slumber of the dark 
ages: and it has been the ruin and downfall of all free 
governments. When mankind surrender their under- 
standings and consciences, without examination, toa set 
of men, they never more deserve to be entrusted with un- 
derstandings, since they refuse to use them in the grand- 
est of all concerns for which an understanding is given, or 
can be of use. Their relation to their Jesuitical guides 
is not that of rational and free men, but like the relation 
of the horse to the booted and spurred rider. Compara- 
tively ignorant, they may be well pleased with their con- 
dition, sleek and easy as beasts of burden, as the horses 
that drag their carriage, walking or trotting under the 
driver’s lash. 

It is a first principle of Protestanism that man is ac- 
countable only to God for his religious opinions—that to 


exercise his individual reason and conscience is his inali- 


enable right—that he must hold the keys of his own con- 
science inhis own hand. ‘This is no less essential to re- 
ligious, than to civil liberty. It is utterly destructive 


of the doctrine of papal authority and priestly preroga- 
tive over all the rights of individual reason and con- 
science. The war between these two distinctive princi- 
ples is one of extermination. ‘There can be no compro- 
mise. ‘Truth and right must prevail over error and wrong. 


» on Van P ] s = hea - 
Personality and indir uU responsibility are inseparable. 
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No man may surrender up his right of individual judgment 
and conscience. No body of people can make them- 
s¢lves passive things at the discretion of their rulers, 
whether ecclesiastical or political, without being crushed 
into the dust, degraded and injured in their physical, in- 
tellectual, civil and religious character. 

It is destructive of the liberty and happiness of any 
great body of people, for any single hand to hold and ex- 
ercise a power over them, which each individual of that 
body has no right to exercise over himself. 

Itis a remarkable fact, that individual accountability, 
& most striking chatacteristic of the Christian dispensa- 































tion, and not léss so of every free government,is also a cha- 
racteristic of the Protestant religion. Man must be free 
to think and act In the great concerns for which he is en- 
dowed with the power of thought and action. . Deprive 
him of liberty to exercise his own reason and conscience, 
and you take all liberty from him; he ceases to be a ra- 
tional accountable man, and becomes a mere thing, a ma- 
chine moved and controlled by a power foreign to him- 
self. 

He that would stand between individual conscience and 
the Bible assumes the prerogative of God. That book 
speaks its own meaning: when fairly translated itis its own 
interpreter. And it is the duty of each individual to en- 
quire into the import of the Scriptures for himself. 

The doctrines and moral maxims of vital importance 
to human happiness, the great body of practical wisdom, 
and, indeed, all thie great truths essential to salvation, are 
mhade perfectly plain in the Bible. Why then is it ne- 
cessary to have religious teachers and guides? Not to 
exercise an absolute control over man’s reason and con- 
science; but to britg that reason and conscience to act 
tipon the scriptures. ‘That which never engages the at- 
tention cannot be known, however plain it is made. 
Nothing can sufficiently engavce the attention which is not 
made a subject of thought, reflection, conversation and 
cdliscussion. 

The ministers of religion should know much and accu- 
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sess great knowledge; not that they may hold the key of 
knowledge, keep the people in comparative ignorance and 
be dictators of their faith; but that they may communi- 
cate that knowledge, and take measures that their peo- 
ple may also excel in knowledge, and be able to take up 
that invaluable book, the Bible, and adopt the only true 
and vigorous methods of understanding it, for it Is the 
people’s book, and supreme guide in faith and conduct. 

Eprror. 





SAVING FAITH. 


Saving faith opens the gates of life and glory to the sin- 
ner. For it instrumentally Jeads to pardon, justification, 
regeneration, and sanctification. Christ says, “I am the 
door, by me if any man enter in, he shall be saved.” And 
this he spake, no doubt, in allusion to the sinner’s justifi- 
cation and acceptance with God through him. As the 
gate of a temple is not the temple itself: so faith, how- 
ever important, rather Jeads to, than makes up the body 
of religion. 

Faith is not, as Calvinists teach, the principle of saJ- 
vation, or an effect of regeneration. Faith does not de- 
rive its justifying, or saving power, from certain mystical 
qualities, or nameless properties it contains in itself; not 
from any holy quality it derives from a holy heart; but 
from its object, the righteousness of Christ—I mean his 
work of atonement and redemption. Faith derives its sa- 
ving efficacy beyond and above the qualities and charac- 
ter of the human mind. ‘That efficacy does not take its 
rise in some phantom conjured up by the ghost of meta- 
physics, but in that which saving faith takes hold of in 
the christian scheme. 

Some idea may be formed of faith by considering its op- 
posite, unbelief; which is in general hatred and re'ection 
of the truth. The great object of the gospel is to recover 
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the sinner from his ruined state—to make him holy and 





happy; and on the sinner’s part, it is necessary for him to 
apprehend the plan of the gospel, or the faithful saying, 
and worthy of all acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into 
the world to save sinners; to approve of it in his heart, to 


receive it, and acquiesce in it, by obedience. Ofcourse, 




























as far as the intellect is concerned, as far as faith is the 
mere assent to the evidence of facts, there 1s no more Vir- 
tue in it than in any other assent of the understanding. 
But when the understanding believes in the record God 
has given of his Son, and the heart cordially receives that 
record, and joyfully confides in it, that faith becomes sa- 
ving, because the sinner then receives “Christ, and rests 
upon him alone for salvation, as he is offered in the gos- 
pel 


for justification and acceptance with God, his. emotions 


While the sinner so receives and rests upon Christ 
of gratitude can be surpassed only by his indescribable 
and overflowing love and admiration of the infmite glory 
and loveliness of the triume God, manifested in all his ways. 
and by all means, before his creatures. 

That which gives faith its moral value and excellence 
is the alone consideration that it works by love, and in 
that way becomes holiness or virtue. Love works no ill, 
it is the fulfilling of the law. Consequently the law is 
not made void through faith, but established. But love 
has no place in the heart before faith. Faith does not 
take its rise in regeneration, but leads to it. ‘This great 
and necessary change to restore fallen man to holiness 
and happiness is called a second birth: a man must be 
born again, i. e. he must undergo an entire change of 
heart, from hatred to love. Hence saith the scripture, 
“he that loveth is born of God, and he that loveth not, 
knoweth not God, for God is love.” “And,” saith the 
same Apostle, “we know that we have passed from death 
unto life, because we love the brethren.” Since faith 
works by love, he that loveth knows that he has faith, 
and has passed from death unto life; for as it is written, 
“he that believeth on the Son of God hath the witness in 


“He 


himself.’ that believeth on the Son hath ever- 
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lasting life.’ “Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the 
Christ is born of God.” It is not said that, whosoever is 
born of God believeth that Jesus is the Christ. Thus 
plainly do the scriptures teach that faith precedes regen- 
eration. As well say that the serpent bitten Israelite 
was cured before he looked on the brazen serpent, as to 
assert that the sinner is born again before he believes in 
Christ cruicfied. Noah was notin the ark before he 
entered the door of it. Passing through the door goes be- 
fore being in the house. Grace must be received by the 
sinner before he can experience its regenerating power in 
his soul. By faith he receives the grace which changes 
his heart. ‘This grace is not a naked act of Omnipotence, 
by which the faculues of the mind are annihilated and 
recreated; nor dues it add any new faculties to the mind. 
Regeneration takes place in a manner perfectly consist- 
ent with the laws of mind. In regeneration there must 
be hoth efficient and instrumental cause: the former does 
not eflect regeneration without the latter. Nor does: the 
latter without the former. 

Faith in Christ embraces the simplest conceptions of 
his character as the Messiah, and an experience of those 
affections which belong to his spirit, and a consecration 
of the will to the keeping of all his commendments. It 
may therefore he said to develope itself in the understand- 
ing, the affections, and the will together. It expresses 
on one side the facts in human redemption, (not the the- 
ories about it.) and on the other the disposition, which 
these facts, received by faith, deve lope in the soul, 

Saving faith is based in the gospel doctrine of grace. 
And salvation is by faith, that it might be by grace. 
Faith, pardon, justification, regeneration or adoption, 
sanctification and glorification are linked into each other, 
as so many inseparable links of a chain. 

In the order of truth and the nature of the case, faith 
is first. So the scriptures teach, as may be seen in the 
following and like declarations:—“Believe on the Lord 
Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved.” “He that believ- 
If the sinner is saved, it 1s by 





eth not shall be damned.” 
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faith; and therefore by grace, and God has all the glory. 
if damned, it is by unbelief, and therefore by man’s own 
agency, and all the blame and guilt are laid at his own 
door. It cannot be otherwise ; according to the Scriptures 
man’s destiny is not formed irrespective of his agency. 
Error. 






















A TRUE BUT STARTLING THOUGHT! 


He that has no conscientious regard for truth, has no 
pure and undefiled religion; is as destitute of virtue and 
piety, as a pagan or a follower of the false prophet. It is 
true that intolerant prejudice and blind bigotry are no part 
of genuine religion; it is equally true that disregard to the 


that religion. 
infidelity has found its way into the church. Many pro- 


Great God, what a cleansing of the sanctuary must take 
place. It is to be feared that the church relation of many 
has no foundation in a conscientious regard for truth. 
They give their example, influence, and means to sup- 
port doctrines which they do not hesitate to assert they 
do not believe. ‘They sacrifice conscience to social ease 
and convenience, truth ‘o error, as if it were an Innocent 
matter thus to do, as if God did not hold them as strict- 
ly accountable for this, as any other impious and unright- 
eous conduct. Eprror. 





“THE MIDDLE SYSTEM.” 
The middle system is made up of the best parts of Cal- 


each of these systems. If we deny the infallibility of one 


distinction between truth and error, constitutes no part of 
Now that Christianity is popular, a fearful amount of 


fessing christians are infidels in principle and practice. 


vinism and Arminianism, rejecting the erroneous parts of 
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of these systems, is it demanded of us to believe that the 
other is infallible? We beg to be excused. As soon could 
we believe the pope or papal system infallible. We think 
no one guided by reason, not blind impulse, can do it. 
Long has it been felt, that Calvinism on the one hand, 
and Arminianism on the other, had gone too far, and that 
truth was to be found in an intermediate position, rather 
than with either of these leading extremes. The true 
systemis found between them. Itis an old, and has become 
a universal maxim, that truth lies between extremes. 

There is a tendency of the human mind to extremes; 
and unless reason firmly holds the balance, the mind will 
drive into extremes. ‘The middle system is the most rea- 
sonable and scriptural, because nearest the whole truth. 
It gives to the church and the world the benefit both of 
the new light and the old light that has been struck out 
of the rock of truth, by the flint of experience, upon religi- 
ous doctrines and duties. As error and prejudice give 
place to truth and reason, there is an evident tendency at 
either extreme to the intermediate system. 

Eprror. 





NEW AND OLD SCHOOL PRESBYTERIANS. 


Notwithstanding the ecclesiastical war which, in 1837, 
rave being to two Presbyterian General Assemblies, each 
claiming to be the true Presbyterian Church of America, 
it is a fact that the New School church and the Old 
School church profess to hold and teach the same Con- 
fession of Faith in its true and obvious sense, and differ 
very little from each other in name and general aspect. 
Doctrinally, as above, their Confession is the same; the 
Old School now preach and write in the same phraseolo- 
gy as the Vew; and now practice about the same leading 
measures as the New School; and each seems determin- 
ed that the other shall not excel in professions of regard 
for the standard of Calvinistic orthodoxy. Then, why 
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so little as to be no object worth contending for. If the 
New School seem to abandon old Calvinism, still they 
constructively hold to it. The Old School now do the 
same. Both preach that Christ died for all—that all are 
invited to come—imay come, believe and live if they will; 
still they maintain that none wr// come, but such as are 
drawn by God’s discriminating grace, and that the only 
reason why one comes and not another, is that this 


¥; ] 


srace or affectual calling Is given to one but sovereicnliv 


withheld from another; and so making God’s will as fully 
and truly the efficient cause of damnation as of salva- 
tion. 

Here the New and Old School systems, notwithstand- 
ing their issue, as like drops of the same fluid, mingle in- 
to one, and are essentially the same. The former may 
have a greater tendency to leave old Calvinism, but simply 
as it were at some point on a circle, and necessarily to 
come round to it as ul . 6 e stan point of both schools 


leading principle of Calvin- 


is the centre of th 
ism, namely: all else but the elect, by an absvlute and 
sovereign decree, must remain entirely destitute of electing 
discriminating grace: consequently must and will be as 
certainly damned, as though they (New and Old School) 
were to come square up to their system and preach that 
Christ did not die for the une le cted. Inde ed. | do not see 
how he can be said to have died for them, when his death 
does not even bring them under a dispensation of grace— 
when he had no wish, no intention to bestow on them 
saving grace. It strikes me that it is all the same as 
though they had been appointed from absolute eternity 
to unconditional wrath or punishment. 


1] * ft] 


One might as wel! be on one horn of the dilemma as 
the other. I have not yet met with any one havine a 
metaphysical knife sufficiently keen edged to split the 
hair of difference. Few persons have sufficient power of 
discrimination to divide the North East quarter of a half 


quarter of nothing. 
A leading peculiarity of the Old School creed. is the 
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doctrine of absolute decrees, decreés which, without any 
regard to the accountability of man, but exclusively in vir- 
tue of God’s sovereign will, have unalterably fixed, from 
all eternity, the individual destinies of the human race. 
This is also embodied in the New School creed, as above 
seen. They do not proféss to have reformed or modified 
the Confession of Faith. 

So far as I can see, it is no difference wheter a gen- 
eral or limited atonement is preached, except in regard to 
consistency with the creed; for the conclusion is the same 
as already seen: if general, why then it is made effectual, 
and that too by absolute divine agency, purpose and in- 
tention, only as regards the individuals elected: if limited, 
then as a matter of course, the result is exactly the same; 
thousands of our unhappy race were created expressly to 
be miserable forever. This is no caricature, I believe; it 
is not intended as such, but is given as a fair and veritable 
statement of the distinctive Calvinism of New and Old 
School Presbyterians. Individuals may construe as they 
please; but the creed speaks for itself. The proper au- 
thorities have not altered its meaning by foot notes, nor 
otherwise. The interpretations of individuals are un- 
authorised I speak in the love of the truth, and as to 
wise men: judge ye what I say. Epiror. 





THE LAW, AND REDEMPTION FROM ITS 
CURSE. 


BY REY. JAMES GUTHRIE. 


Christ was made under the law, to redeem them that 
were under the law; and hath redeemed us from the curse 


of the law, being made a curse for us—Paul. 


Law is both the foundation and the rule of gsovern- 
ment. All governments were established and adminis- 
) , | | ° 


tered according to some law, which has its origin in ei- 
} . ‘ . P 
ther natural, assumed or delegated right or authority. 

































96 THE 


God 


has an 


out of the na 


exercise of sovereign authority he has chosen and deter- 
mined to govern him on moral principles. In this, there- 
fore, his government of man differs from t] of inanimate 
matter, and also « . LD rent grades 
of creatures—wh«k nate or in —are gov- 
erned by laws ala | to the ve natures, and 
the claims of la mea ry il abilities 
to understand and ob y i i mands ine sub ects of 
moral government, therefore, thou | under one and the 
same law, are not all required to render an « il amount 
of holy obedience God ly 1 as their original 
or native moral ¢ icities, rightly exe 1, could ena- 
ble them to put forth. But none such are exempt from 
obligation of this s 1 m—for all are, by. the very 
nature of their relation to God. under the most impera- 
tive oblj ion to him: and all his con ands are holy, just 
and good. The law has claims upon them all and con- 


demns to de 
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of obedience of which they are 


therefore, shall keep the whole law, and 
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capable. 
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URSE. 


ht growing 
And in the 


y failure to render the full amount 


VW hoso¢ ver, 


yet offend in one 


point, is guilty of the whole violation of the law, and has 
incurred its whole pena'tv,. and vet the law constantly 
claims his whole obedience—for all are under law, and 
whatsoever Ss the ” saith saith to them that are 
under the law. And as all have sinned in Adam, so all 
are under t! e curse or the la w.and have come short of 
the cloryv of Go ind but for e obedience of another. 
rendered in bel fof man, the full pen he law must 
have been inflicted upon all the fallen ‘e of man——for 
they were all without strengt/ But. in due time God 
sent his Son to redeem them that were under the curse of 


thelaw. T! 


1S mission of the Son 


of G ) 1. 


{ 


braced all mankind—and all alike, and to t 
tent, and in the same identical sense 

But it may not be unimportant to enquire 
was that man was under, id also w 
alty he incurred. First. then, it evidently 
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WAS the nen- 
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alty of the same law that he was under, and violated, 
and not of another, which man incurred. Second, it 1s 
equally evident that it was the same law which man was 
under and violated, that Christ was made uader, and obey- 
ed—both in his life and death—in order to redeein man, 
Not only the definite article, the, so frequently used in the 
text, refering alike to man and to Christ—but the gene- 
ral tenure of holy writ, on this subject, seems clearly to 
convey this idea. Man is, all mankind, were under the 
curse of the /aw, not a,or some law; and Christ was made 
under the law, not a or s other law, to redeem them, 
not some of them only, that were under the (same) law. 


But what law was this, under which man was creaéed, 


ay: ‘Gn -™ bi 
and Christ was made? ‘Two opinions seem to be en- 


tertamed by men in regard to the solution of this ques- 
tion. Some call it the Adamic law, and others, the 
moral law. Nor does it appear that these were thought 
to be only different nai r the same general law, but, 
by these appellation . LHOS i yuse them, re illy seem to 


intend to convey an idea of separate and distinct laws, 
widely differing, both in their nature and in their design. 


[hose who speak of the Adamic law seem to restrict its 


bearing. and even its existence, to the pl b itionary state 
of Adam inthe garden of Eden, while those who suppose 
that man receive ;existence.in Adam. and also receives 
it personally under the moral law, extend its existence 
through all eternity, and its claims and demands to the 
whole moral universe, and to every order of intelligences 
respect) ely, according to the character and relations of 
each othe 

Now if this latter be the true doctrine, then by what 
Christ has done for man, atonement is made alike for 
Adam and his race, and by accepting the same they mas 
be persol ill re eime I } e curse of Line law and 
justified from , 1 federal and personal sin. But if 
the forme) Icié ect, tuen no atonement was made, 
only for origin ; al tha rsonal sins of mankind 
never can b paraoi ugh that atonement, and now 
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now thought to be under the Adamic law, but under the 
moral law, and if Christ was not made under the moral 
law, which we have transgressed, then has he made no 
atonement for the sins committed under it; and so, with- 
out another Redeemer we never can be saved—for Christ 
dieth no more, death hath no more dominion over him, and 
according to this theory all the human race excepting the 
original transgressors of the so called Adamic law, must 
remain under personal condemnation forever, unless God 
will sovereigniy pardon the.a without regard to the loud 
demands of injured justice, which it is certainly known he 
will never do. 

Thus it appears that by too much anxiety to justify 
the race of man before they were born, which is equal 
in substance to eternal justification—modern divines 
would render both infant and adult justification utterly 
impossible, and leave them alike under the curse of the 
moral law, to suffer forever the punishment due to all 
their sins. 





“SPEAK THOU THE THINGS WHICH BECOME 
SOUND DOCTRINE.” 


A lukewarmness in regard to truth and error is sinful. 
It is as criminal as the rejection of truth, and holding of 
error. Either be cold or hot. They that are lukewarm, 
are spewed out by sound doctrine and swallowed up of er- 
ror, just as certainly and fully as those who are cold to 
truth and hot for unsound doctrine. He that is not for 
the truth is against it. He that does not speak sound 
doctrine, drives away from it and scatters error abroad. 
The opposition between truth and error is as utterly irre- 
concilable as that between right and wrong, holiness and 
sin, light and darkness. As no man can serve two mas- 
ters, even so, no man can hold both truth and error; if he 
hold to the one, he will reject the other; if he love 
the one he will despise the other. There is no fence be- 
tween sound nnd unsound doctrine, on which any one 





















SOUND DOCTRINE. 
can sit. A theological trimmer finds no place to rest the 
sole of his foot. He that changes l|iis principles as he 
changes geographical points, with change of time and cir- 
cumstances, or that has not moral honesty and independ- 
ence to avow his sentiments, is just as detestable and un- 
worthy of confidence as a man without principles. 

It is bad enough fora man to be a Calvinist in heart 
and an intermediate in lip, without being the latter in fact 
and form, and the former by a professed ecclesiastical al- 
legiance. Or the contrary,to be aCumberland Presbyterian 
in heart and a Calvinist in lip, without being the latter in 
form, and the former by professed church connection. 
Such a person is rather an object of pity than contempt. 
There is a species of evasion and shuffling which every 
candid man detests from the centre of his soul. Man is 
here on a probation for the acquisition of sound principle 
and the formation of upright character. Let no man de- 
ceive himself; God is not mocked. Nothing but truth can 
appear in his presence chamber. Error cannot endure a 
single glance of the “All seeing eye.” He that loves 
false doctrine, must gather the bitter harvest. He that 
sows the wind must reap the whirlwind 

As it is the nature of truth to manifest itself, so it is 
the nature of error to hide itself, to put on a false dress, 
and almost transform itself into truth. The author of er- 
ror, when it best suits his cause, transforms himself into an 
angel of light. 

The tendencies of sound and false doctrine. differ as 
widely as the narrow and broad ways. The imperial 
command: “Search the scriptures,” “prove all things, 
hold fast that which is good,” is obligatory on every rea- 
sonable or accountable man. He that embraces unsound 
doctrine builds upon the sand; and when the rains de- 


scend and the flood comes. and the wind blows and beats 


‘ 


upon his house, it falls, for it is not built upon the rock of 
truth. He that is wise will dig deep and build npon the 
rock. Error isa withering curse to him who cherishes it. 
it is the alone and highest interest of every man to know 
and speak the truth in love. 
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| can love and respect one who honestly differs with 
me. Who does not admire sincerity ? Such as make 


sain of truth, only value it above error when it serves as 


a better means to accomplish some selfish purpose, are 
objects of extreme pity and utter detestation. Such as 
ire anv thing or nothig, this or that, cringing and bend- 
ing to time and circumstances, to popular whims and 
vices. nay really pity, but cannot respect. Whocould? 
The mercenary time-server is an object of universal exe- 
cration 
Who g nd another tell, 
My 

Not so the honest upright man who speaks things 

W hi h become sound coc tri e he ( mmmands the re- 


enect and the confidence of the good and the bad. Soit 
should be. and so it will be while Jehovah reigus, and 


truth is an attribute divine, Epiror. 





“LET HIM WHO IS WITHOUT SIN CAST THE 
FIRST STONE.” 


We are not to understand by this, that the Saviour ap- 
proves sin; nothing can be more opposed to its meaning. 
It is the most pointed and cutting rebuke of censorious- 
ness our lessons in the school of experience teach us, 
that they who are the most faulty are the loudest to 
condemn. Who make a loud, or bitter cry and wail 
over the sins of a neighbor? They who are blind to 
their own sins which are of a deeper dye—they who are 
blind to their own faults which cover themselves. 

Who suffer their faces to redden with anger, their 
tongues to break loose, and their blood to boil? They 
who speak censoriously, haughtily and profanely denounce 
others less steeped in crime than themselves. Not the 
rood, such labor to do right as nearly as they can. They 
look with compassion on the erring. They pity instead 
of denounce. Ee prror. 








































32 THE MILLENNIUM, XC. 


THE MILLENNIUM. 


Bishop Hall's reflections upon the study of the prop he- 
cy respecting it—O blesse ed Saviour! what strange varie- 
ty of conceits do [ find concerning thy thousand years’ 
reign! What riddles there are in that prophecy which no 
human tongue can read! Where to fix the beginning of 
that marvellous millennary, and where the end. and what 
manner of reign it shall be—whether temporal or spiritu- 
al, on earth or in heaven, undergoes as many construc- 
tions as there are pens that have undertaken it; and yet 
when all is done. | see thine apostle speaks only of the 
souls of the martyrs reigning so long with thee—Not of 
thy reigning so long on earth with these martyrs —How 
busy are the tongues of men—how are their brains taken 
up with the interminable construction of this enigmatical 
truth, when in the meantime the care of thy spiritual 
reign in their hearts is neglected—Q, my Saviour! while 
others weary themselves with the disquisition of thy per- 
sonal reign here upon earth for 1000 years, let it be the 
whole bent and study of my soul to make sure of my 
personal reign with thee in heaven to all eternity. 





& 4 
> Tue Mepiem starts on the fourth volume in 32 
pages and a superior article of paper, ex] ecung its 
friends and agents to make renewed efforts in its beh: lf. 
Who of them will not try to do more for it? I is not 
insensible to past aid; nor without confidence as to the 


future. 
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